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Abstract 
 
JOHN K. DONAHUE: Storytelling Ability and Mate Attraction 
(Under the direction of Melanie C. Green) 
 
Relationship research examines what traits affect mate attraction. Green and 
Brock’s (2000) theory of “Transportation into the Narrative World” suggests an author 
can immerse a reader into a narrative, and effective storytelling could be a positive 
influence on mate attraction by inducing effects such as excitement. The following 
studies examined the effect of storytelling ability on perceptions of a person’s physical 
attractiveness, attractiveness as a casual date, as a long-term date, and as a friend. In 
Study 1, information about a potential mate’s storytelling ability was provided. In Study 
2, good and poor stories were provided to assess attraction. The results of both studies 
suggest that only females’ attractiveness assessments of males as a long-term date 
increased for good versus poor storytellers. In Study 3, the results suggest that the effect 
of storytelling ability on long-term attractiveness for males may be mediated by 
perceived status of the potential mate.
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Chapter 1 
 
Introduction 
Telling stories is a universal human activity, and effective storytellers can bring 
about comfort, joy, and excitement to their audiences. Some psychologists seek to 
determine the effects of stories told by noteworthy storytellers upon their audiences, 
while other psychologists seek to determine what traits account for contemporary 
attraction between potential mates. Through the lens of mate attraction, the following 
studies sought to examine whether effective storytelling has a positive influence on one’s 
attractiveness as a romantic partner. Specifically, we tested the hypothesis that 
storytelling ability would affect judgment of the storyteller as a potential mate. 
Storytelling could be a positive ability because it can prompt immersion from 
physical surroundings and induce other psychological effects such as positive emotion or 
arousal/excitement. Many of these effects emerge because individuals have been 
transported into a narrative world, or “lost in a story”. Transportation theory (Green & 
Brock, 2000; see also Gerrig, 1993) suggests that becoming immersed in a story can have 
powerful emotional and persuasive consequences. The theory centers on the experience 
of readers being transported into a text; in this state, readers’ imaginative resources have 
them feeling removed from their surroundings and completely engaged in the world 
created by the author (Green & Brock, 2000). In this regard, transportation is a desired 
state that people seek, and storytellers can provide it.  
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Storytelling ability may be attractive on its own or may signal other desirable 
traits. Psychologists have determined that intelligence and empathy are important to 
potential mates (Buss & Barnes, 1986). Good stories may suggest an intelligent author, 
and the perspective-taking in stories might serve a similar function for displaying 
empathy.  
Although the current studies do not directly test evolutionary theories, they are 
consistent with an evolutionary framework. In the domain of women’s attraction to men, 
evolutionary psychology often distinguishes between the traits of a “good dad,” or one 
who can provide resources, while other traits indicate “good genes,” or adaptive attributes 
that increase fitness, such as physical attractiveness (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000). 
Creativity may signal good genes, or a good provider. Perhaps analogous to storytelling 
ability, musical ability may indicate good genes (Gangestad, Simspon, Cousins, Garver-
Apgar, & Christensen, 2004). Haselton and Miller (2006) argue that industriousness 
signals the benefits of a “good dad,” while creativity indicates “good genes.” Although 
Haselton and Miller (2006) used hypothetical artist-painters in their research, artists 
might be comparable to storytellers. Haselton and Miller (2006) presented four vignettes 
to women about short-term and long-term relationship possibilities for two groups of 
men, businessmen and artist-painters. The four vignettes were stories about: (1) creative-
but-poor artists; (2) creative-but-poor businessmen; (3) uncreative-but-rich artists; and (4) 
uncreative-but-rich businessmen. Creative but poor artists were preferred over uncreative 
but rich artists for long-term relationships. That is, a preference for money over creative 
intelligence was not found for long-term relationships (Haselton & Miller, 2006). The 
researchers suggested that women may have anticipated the best of both worlds for a 
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long-term relationship: an artist who would eventually become wealthy (Haselton & 
Miller, 2006). Another interpretation could be that creativity may act as a marker of a 
“good dad” to the same or greater extent than money. 
Beyond an examination of the intersection of storytelling ability with traits such 
as intelligence and empathy, the following studies sought to uncover any gender 
differences concerning the importance of storytelling ability on mate selection. We did 
not have a strong prediction about whether storytelling ability would be more important 
for males or females. If storytelling ability is a signal of other desirable traits (e.g., 
intelligence, empathy), then we would expect that storytelling would be equally valued 
for both genders (Buss & Barnes, 1986). However, if storytelling ability increases a 
person’s ability to gain resources, we would expect that females would pay more 
attention to males’ storytelling ability than vice versa.
  
 
 
 
 
Chapter 2 
 
Mate Selection and the Psychology of Narrative 
While stories have not been a primary focus of evolutionary psychology and mate 
selection, some lines of evolutionary theorizing may shed light on how humans 
developed and presently use narratives.  Although these theories are not the only possible 
explanation for storytelling effects, they provide one framework for considering why 
better storytellers may have an advantage in the competition for mates. 
In the prehistoric period, certain individuals may have had an advantage in terms 
of mate selection by explaining unseen phenomena. Humans may initially have attempted 
to understand phenomena such as fertility through stories ascribing personality 
characteristics to unseen forces. Feyerabend (1988), in positing a general taxonomy of the 
ancient roots of knowledge, views stories as temporal sequences of either simple events 
or complex events: simple stories involved the lives of living things, while complex 
stories had “celestial changes… [such as] growth of vegetation, the phases of the moon 
[relating to] large scale social changes…. They preserved knowledge and initiated social 
events; they were theoretical astrosociobiology and social glue in one” (p. 164). Festinger 
(1983) suggests that in prehistoric society those who brought meaning to the community 
by discerning supernatural phenomenon might have become the elite, and perhaps 
effective storytellers, telling stories about such subjects as gods in conflict, might have 
had an evolutionary advantage in prehistoric society. 
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Also from an evolutionary standpoint, the display hypothesis proposes a reason 
for why art is created. According to this hypothesis, men perform their art in public (e.g., 
singing) in order to impress others and gain greater access to women (Miller, 1998). 
However, the display hypothesis fails to account for the many people who enjoy 
experiencing art in a solitary manner (Buss, 1999). The psychology of narrative provides 
a possible answer: the artist may be more attractive in terms of mate selection because the 
people who enjoy the art are fully immersed, or transported by the quality of the product. 
Green and Brock’s transportation research has as its basis Gerrig’s (1993) notion 
of the “traveler.” Through transportation into a story the traveler journeys to another 
place and then “returns to the world of origin, somewhat changed by the journey” 
(Gerrig, 1993, p. 11). The sense of traveling along, or being lost in a compelling story, is 
a common feeling (Nell, 1988). A storyteller who could bring others along as “travelers” 
would presumably have an advantage as a potential mate because his or her storytelling 
abilities could induce immersion into positive psychological states. 
In their free time, many people seek out compelling novels, exciting television 
programs, and dramatic films. The enjoyment of a transportation experience does not 
necessarily stem from the particular emotions evoked by a narrative (although individuals 
might indeed choose particular narratives for their mood-management effects), but 
instead, from the process of temporarily leaving one’s one reality behind (Green, Brock, 
& Kaufman, 2004). Thus, transportation is a pleasant state that people desire. In the 
studies that follow, we wished to discover if effective storytellers, through the 
transporting narratives they tell, are considered more attractive than ineffective 
storytellers.
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter 3 
 
Study 1 
Method 
The first study asked participants to evaluate a potential mate. As in previous 
research (Hanko, Master, & Sabini, 2004), a picture of each potential mate was provided 
along with information about the person pictured. Participants were given a two 
paragraph biographical sketch of a person of the opposite sex. The first paragraph of the 
biography was simple background information. The second paragraph contained 
information about the level of storytelling ability of the potential mate. Participants were 
asked to rate the person’s physical attractiveness, how attractive the person was as a 
casual date, long-term date, and as a friend.  
Participants 
One hundred fifty-five undergraduates (71 male, 84 female; M age = 20.45) 
contributed data to the study. 
Procedure 
Participants were approached by an undergraduate or graduate student 
experimenter on the University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill campus. Participants were 
asked to take part in a brief psychological study. If they agreed, they were handed a 
picture of a person of the opposite sex and information about that person. Participants 
then completed a dependent variable packet.  Participants were given their choice of a 
candy bar or a pack of gum for their participation. 
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Target photograph. Participants were shown a color picture of a college-age 
Caucasian person. The photographs (one male and one female) were selected and 
pretested to be of average attractiveness.  
Target biography.  The photo was accompanied by two paragraphs of 
biographical information allegedly about that person. The first paragraph contained 
background information about the person in the accompanying picture, such as their 
favorite type of food. The second paragraph described the person’s level of storytelling 
ability, such as their effectiveness at sharing personal stories. A control condition did not 
have a second paragraph of storytelling ability information. 
Storytelling ability manipulations. Participants were assigned to one of four 
conditions. Each condition provided information about a potential mate, with three 
conditions differing as to their stated level of storytelling ability, and a fourth control 
condition with no information about storytelling ability. The “effective storyteller” 
condition read as follows: 
Bill [Sara] is a sociable person and he often tells really good stories at 
parties, partly due to an interesting variety of word choice. He makes the 
characters and settings come alive. Because Bill is considered such a good 
storyteller, he is currently writing a novel. Bill is a good friend, and people 
like to be around him in part because he can tell personal stories to his 
friends in such a compelling way. 
 
The “moderately effective storyteller” condition read: 
Bill [Sara] is a sociable person and he sometimes tells good stories at 
parties, but other times the stories aren’t really good because of his poor 
word choice. People can understand the basic characters and settings in his 
stories, though. Because Bill is only considered a somewhat good 
storyteller, he probably would not do something like write a novel. Bill is 
a good friend, and people like to be around him even though he tells his 
personal stories in a way that is only okay. 
 
Finally, the “ineffective storyteller” condition read: 
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Bill [Sara] is a sociable person, but he almost always tells poor stories at 
parties because he has poor word choice, and often gets the beginning, 
middle, and end of the story all mixed up. It can be hard for people to 
understand who the characters are or having a sense of the story setting. 
Because Bill is not considered a good storyteller, he would never do 
something like write a novel. Bill is a good friend, and people like to be 
around him despite his inability to tell personal stories in a compelling 
way.   
 
Measures 
After examining the picture and reading about the potential mate, the participants 
rated the person on four seven-point Likert scales as to their physical attractiveness, 
attractiveness as a long-term date, as a casual date, and as a friend. They rated 
attractiveness on a 1 (not at all attractive) to 7 (extremely attractive) scale. Participants 
were also asked to rate the degree to which the person exemplified nine personality traits 
(empathic, intelligence, healthy, prestigious, ambitious, entertaining, socially skilled, 
kind, and outgoing). Lastly, participants were asked how much they believed themselves 
to be a good storyteller, how outgoing they believed themselves to be, and whether they 
had ever been in a serious romantic relationship.  
Results 
Attractiveness measures  
For males’ ratings of females, good storytellers were not found to be more 
attractive than moderate or poor storytellers for any of the measures of attractiveness: 
attractiveness as a casual date, F(3, 70) = .83, p = .49; attractiveness as a long-term date, 
F(3, 70) = 1.74, p = .17; physical attractiveness, F(3, 70) = .43, p = .74; and 
attractiveness as a friend, F(3, 70) = .79, p = .51. The means and standard deviations for 
all of the attractiveness measures are listed in Table 1. 
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For females’ attraction to males, good storytellers were not found to be more 
attractive than moderate or poor storytellers for casual date, physical attractiveness, or 
friend: attractiveness as a casual date, F(3, 83) = 1.26, p = .30; physical attractiveness, 
F(3, 83) = .1.10, p = .36; and attractiveness as a friend, F(3, 83) = 1.10, p = .35. 
However, different from males’ ratings of females, females found good storytellers more 
attractive than moderate or poor storytellers in terms of a long-term date: F(3, 83) = 5.10, 
p < . 01. A least significant difference test between the good and poor condition was p < 
.01, between the good and moderate conditions it was p < .001, and between the good and 
control conditions it was p < .05. The means and standard deviations for all of the 
attractiveness measures are listed in Table 1.  
Personality trait measures 
For males’ ratings of females, good storytellers were found to have more positive 
personality ratings for the traits of intelligent, F(3, 70) = 3.26, p < .05; ambitious, F(3, 
69) = 6.03, p < .01; entertaining, F(3, 69) = 17.56, p < .001; socially skilled, F(3, 70) = 
20.99, p < .001; and outgoing, F(3, 70) = 7.41, p < .01. The means and standard 
deviations for all of the personality trait measures are listed in Table 2. 
For females’ ratings of males, good storytellers were found to have more positive 
personality ratings for the traits of intelligent, F(3, 81) = 4.71, p < .01; entertaining, F(3, 
82) = 21.11, p < .001; socially skilled, F(3, 83) = 26.74, p < .001; and outgoing, F(3, 83) 
= 5.51, p < .01. The means and standard deviations for all of the personality trait 
measures are listed in Table 3. 
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Discussion 
The study found that men who are effective storytellers appear to have an 
advantage for attracting long-term mates. This effect suggests providing information 
about a person’s effective storytelling ability does not result in across the board increases 
in attraction.  Since women value a “good dad” or provider more in long-term 
relationships than in short-term relationships, this finding suggests that storytelling ability 
may signal the ability to gain resources.   
While these initial results were promising, one weakness of Study 1 was that the 
manipulation of storytelling ability was relatively blunt. In normal social interaction, 
individuals draw their own conclusions about an individual’s storytelling ability by 
actually hearing that person tell stories.  
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Study 2 
The second study followed the basic format of the first study, but instead of 
describing the potential mate’s storytelling ability, we provided participants with a story 
allegedly told by the potential mate. Half the participants read an effectively told story, 
and the other half received an ineffectively told story. The story was about a father 
playing a game with his sons. 
Method 
Participants 
Ninety-two undergraduates (42 male, 50 female; M age = 18.98) participated in 
exchange for class credit. 
Procedure 
Participants examined a picture of a member of the opposite sex. The participants 
were given brief biographical material about the person pictured, and were informed that 
an accompanying story had been told by that person. Participants then completed a 
dependent variable packet. The photos and the accompanying paragraph of biographical 
material were the same as in Study 1. 
Storytelling ability manipulations. Participants were assigned to one of two 
conditions.  One condition provided an effectively told story, and the other condition 
provided an ineffectively told story. The story was approximately one page in length. The 
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story was humorous, involving a father that uses a seesaw to play a game with his two 
sons.  
For each narrative, changes were made to make one version appear worse than the 
other. Several of the following changes were employed: (1) using unimaginative 
vocabulary; (2) using less detail than the good version, or too much irrelevant or 
distracting detail; (3) moving sections of paragraphs or sentences around from the good 
version; (4) using run-on sentences, or using too many short, clipped sentences in a row; 
(5) starting a sentence with an apology; (6) prefacing sentences with filler words; and (7) 
using filler questions (e.g., “Oh wait, is that the way it happened? Yeah, I think so.”) 
The following is an excerpt from the good version of the story used: 
 
You think your parents are nuts? Well, you haven’t heard anything yet. This one 
time when my friend Mike was little, his mom went to the grocery store at night, 
and she told his dad that he needed to make sure Mike and his brother went to 
bed. Well, since Mike’s dad was always considered the “fun dad,” he decided to 
create playtime instead of naptime and neglected to follow his wife’s instructions. 
When Mike’s mom left, his dad took the boys outside. He told them they were 
going to play a fun game where they would sit on one end of the seesaw, and he 
would climb to the top of tree and land on the other side of the seesaw. The boys 
thought it was funny, so they went along with it.   
  
The following is an excerpt from the poor version of the same story: 
 
Wow, is my dad crazy. But not as crazy as Mike’s dad. So this one time Mike’s 
mom went to the grocery store at night. I think she went to the grocery store, but 
maybe it was just a convenience store. I don’t really remember where she went. 
Anyway, she told his dad that he needed to make sure Mike and his brother went 
to bed. So Mike’s mom left, and his dad went ahead and took the boys outside 
instead of putting them to bed. It was probably about 9 p.m. Or maybe it was 10. 
It doesn’t matter. It was pretty late, that’s all I know. Anyway, his dad told them 
they were going to play a game where they would go on the seesaw and he would 
climb to the top of tree and land on the other side of the seesaw and then they 
would see what would happen. 
 
The complete texts for both the good version and poor version of this story are 
provided in Appendix A and Appendix B, respectively.  
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Measures 
Participants completed the following measures in the order listed. 
Attractiveness of the potential mate. After examining the picture and reading 
about the potential mate, the participants rated the person on four seven-point Likert 
scales as to their physical attractiveness, attractiveness as a long term date, as a casual 
date, and as a friend. They rated attractiveness on a 1 (not at all attractive) to 7 
(extremely attractive) scale.  
Personality traits of the potential mate. Participants were asked to rate the degree 
to which the person exemplified thirteen personality traits (empathic, intelligence, 
healthy, prestigious, ambitious, healthy, entertaining, socially skilled, kind, outgoing, 
good sense of humor, interesting, trustworthy, and lucky). 
Transportation scale. Participants answered a 12-item questionnaire designed to 
measure “Transportation into the Narrative World” (Green & Brock, 2000). They 
responded to the statements on a 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much) scale. An example item is, 
“While I was reading the narrative, I could easily picture the events in it taking place” 
(Green & Brock, 2000).  
Narrative quality items.  Participants responded to eight additional items related 
to the narrative, such as: “The author made the characters ‘come to life’” and “I thought it 
was a good story.” We considered these measures as a manipulation check for the good 
vs. poor storytelling manipulation. 
Self-assessment and past relationship. Participants were asked how much they 
believed themselves to be a good storyteller, how outgoing they believed themselves to 
be, and whether they had ever been in a serious romantic relationship. 
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Recall test. Participants completed a 2-item short answer recall test of factual 
information from the story, designed to measure whether participants had examined the 
materials carefully. It tested whether the participant knew the name of the person that 
allegedly told the story, and whether the participant could identify the basic subject 
matter of the story. 
Results 
Manipulation check 
Narrative quality items.  Participants responded to eight additional items related 
to the narrative. These measures were examined as a manipulation check for the good 
storytelling vs. poor storytelling manipulation. The measures showed adequate interitem 
reliability (Cronbach alpha = .63). However, when one item was removed (“This was a 
good story”), the measures showed good interitem reliability (Cronbach alpha = .87). A 
composite measure of the remaining narrative quality items was created.  
For both the single-item measure (“good story”) and the composite measure a 
two-way ANOVA was conducted examining storytelling ability (good vs. poor) and 
gender. For the single-item measure there was a marginally significant main effect for 
storytelling ability (M good = 5.09, SD = 7.61; M poor = 2.76, SD = 1.33), F(1, 88) = 
3.73, p = .06. For the composite measure there was a main significant effect for 
storytelling ability (M good = 3.93, SD = 1.21; M poor = 2.92, SD = .94), F(1, 88) = 
19.19, p < .001. This indicated that our manipulation of storytelling ability was 
successful. 
One participant did not answer one of the two recall items correctly. All other 
participants correctly answered the items. 
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Attractiveness measures  
Replicating Study 1, for males’ ratings of females, good storytellers were not 
found to be more attractive than poor storytellers for any of the measures of 
attractiveness: attractiveness as a casual date, F(1, 40) = .73, p = .13; attractiveness as a 
long-term date, F(1, 40) = .99, p = .33; physical attractiveness, F(1, 40) = .80, p = .38; 
and attractiveness as a friend, F(1, 40) = 1.05, p = .31. The means and standard 
deviations for all of the attractiveness measures are listed in Table 4. 
For females’ attraction to males, good storytellers were not found to be more 
attractive than poor storytellers for attractiveness as a casual date, F(1, 48) = 3.19, p < 
.09; physical attractiveness, F(1, 48) = .03, p = .85; and attractiveness as a friend, F(1, 
48) = 1.05, p = .31. However, as in Study 1, females rated good storytellers as more 
attractive than poor storytellers as a long-term date, F(1, 48) = 6.09, p < .05. The means 
and standard deviations for all of the attractiveness measures are listed in Table 4. The 
interaction between story quality and gender was significant for attractiveness as a long-
term date F(1, 88) = 5.94, p = .02, but it was not significant for physical attractiveness, 
attractiveness as a casual date, or attractiveness as a friend. 
Personality trait measures 
For the personality trait measures and males’ ratings of females, good storytellers 
were found to have more positive personality traits than poor storytellers for the 
characteristics of intelligent, F(1, 40) = 6.81, p < .05, and socially skilled, F(1, 40) = 
4.78, p < .05. The means and standard deviations for all of the personality trait measures 
are listed in Table 5. 
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For the personality trait measures and females’ ratings of males, good storytellers 
were found to have more positive personality traits than poor storytellers for the traits of 
empathic, F(1, 47) = 5.48, p < .05; intelligent, F(1, 47) = 9.22, p < .01; socially skilled, 
F(1, 47) = 4.78, p < .05; and trustworthy, F(1, 46) = 3.92, p = .05. The means and 
standard deviations for all of the personality trait measures are listed in Table 6. 
Transportation. Transportation was calculated by the mean of the twelve items 
from the scale developed by Green and Brock (2000). For the transportation measure a 
two-way ANOVA was conducted examining storytelling ability (good vs. poor) and 
gender. For the transportation measure there was a main effect for storytelling ability (M 
good = 4.00, SD = .68; M poor = 3.34, SD = .59), F(1, 88) = 20.71, p < .001. The fact that 
good stories were more transporting than poor stories is in line with our predictions. 
Transportation mediation 
We tested whether transportation mediated the effect of storytelling ability on 
long-term attractiveness for females’ judgments of males, using the Baron and Kenny 
(1986) technique. The beta weights indicating the strength of the direct relationships 
between variables are represented in Figure 1 above the appropriate arrows. First, we 
considered storytelling ability. Storytelling ability had significant effects on females’ 
judgments of attractiveness for a long term relationship, b = -.34, p < .05, and on 
transportation, b = -.39, p < .01. Moreover, transportation predicted long-term 
attractiveness, b = .32, p < .05. However, when both the storytelling ability manipulation 
and transportation were included as predictors of long-term attractiveness, the 
transportation effect was not significant (b = .22), p = .13. Sobel test revealed a 
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nonsignificant mediational pathway (z = -1.35, p = .17). Thus, the effect of storytelling 
ability on long-term attractiveness was not mediated by transportation. 
Discussion 
Study 2 went further than Study 1 by providing participants with real stories 
allegedly told by the target person. Thus, individuals reached their own conclusions about 
storytelling ability, and what those conclusions meant in terms of attractiveness and 
personality traits. Participants rated good storytellers as having positive personality traits 
such as intelligence and social skill. Most importantly, Study 2 followed the results of 
Study 1 by suggesting that females found males more attractive as long-term partners 
when those males were good storytellers. Replicating these findings across two different 
operationalizations of storytelling ability gives us increased confidence in the strength of 
the findings.   
In this study, there was also a marginal effect of storytelling ability on casual date 
attractiveness, suggesting that under some circumstances storytelling may be valuable for 
short-term mate prospects as well
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Study 3   
The third study was an attempt to discover why being a good storyteller is 
attractive to women. One possibility is that women may perceive good storytellers as 
having higher status or having the ability to achieve higher status. Buss and Barnes 
(1996) found that women prefer a man who has high social status or is part of a high-
status profession, ranked even slightly higher than a preference for a man with good 
financial prospects. More broadly, in almost 200 cultures studied, men of higher status 
had more wealth, more wives, and provided more nourishment for their children (Betzig, 
1986).  
The differences found in the results in Studies 1 and 2 between women’s 
preferences for casual dates and long-term dates may be explained by status. Buss and 
Schmitt (1993) had college students give their preferences for short-term and long-term 
mates by evaluating characteristics on a scale ranging from -3 (extremely undesirable) to 
+3 (extremely desirable). For long-term mates, women gave likelihood of success in a 
profession a rating of +2.60, and the possession of a promising career a +2.70; for short 
term mates these characteristics were only +1.10 and +0.40, respectively (Buss & 
Schmitt, 1993). Another study examined preferences for potential marriage partners, and 
found women showed a much greater preference for social status than men throughout a 
diverse set of countries (e.g., Brazil; Taiwan; United States; West Germany) (Buss, 
Abbott, Angleitner, Asherian, Biaggio, et al., 1990). 
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Study 3 examined how good and poor storytelling affects perceptions of status, 
following the idea that women prefer good storytellers as long-term dates because these 
men are presumed to have greater status. This study also measured the attractiveness of 
potential mates in a similar manner as in Studies 1 and 2.  
Method 
Participants 
One hundred twenty undergraduates (60 male, 60 female; M age = 19.45) 
contributed data to the study. 
Procedure 
Participants completed the questionnaire in the lab for class credit, or 
alternatively, were approached by an undergraduate or graduate student experimenter on 
the University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill campus. Participants that were approached 
on campus were asked to take part in a brief psychological study. If they agreed, they 
were handed a picture of a person of the opposite sex and information about that person. 
Participants then completed a dependent variable packet. Participants were given their 
choice of a candy bar for their participation. 
Target photograph. Participants were shown a color picture of a college-age 
Caucasian person. The photographs (one male and one female) were selected and 
pretested to be of average attractiveness. 
Target biography. The photo was accompanied by two paragraphs of biographical 
information allegedly about that person. The first paragraph contained background 
information about the person in the accompanying picture, such as their favorite type of 
food. The second paragraph described the person’s level of storytelling ability, such as 
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their effectiveness at sharing personal stories. A control condition did not have a second 
paragraph of storytelling ability information.  
Storytelling ability manipulations. Participants were assigned to one of three 
conditions. Each condition provided information about a potential mate, with two 
conditions differing as to their stated level of storytelling ability, and a third control 
condition with no information about storytelling ability. The basic text regarding the level 
of storytelling ability from Study 1 was used in Study 3. However, changes were made so 
that the information about whether the potential mate is writing a novel or not was 
removed. From Study 1, the pertinent part of the text from the “effective storyteller” 
condition read: “Because Bill [Sara] is considered such a good storyteller, he is currently 
writing a novel.” The “ineffective storyteller” condition read: “Because Bill [Sara] is not 
considered a good storyteller, he would never do something like write a novel.” This 
distinction may have led participants to alter their assessments of certain personality traits 
assigned to the storyteller, such as ambition. For the third study, the text instead read that 
the effective storyteller is “trying to get some short stories published.” 
Measures 
Participants completed the following measures in the order listed. 
Attractiveness of the potential mate. After examining the picture and reading 
about the potential mate, the participants rated the person on five seven-point Likert 
scales as to their physical attractiveness, attractiveness as a long term date, as a spouse, as 
a casual date, and as a friend. They rated attractiveness on a 1 (not at all attractive) to 7 
(extremely attractive) scale. The measure of attractiveness as a spouse was included 
because participants might have differed in their interpretation of what constituted a long-
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term date: some participants might have viewed a long-term date as lasting only a few 
months, while others might have viewed a long-term date as meaning a commitment of at 
least several years. Adding the spouse item sought to reduce this ambiguity.  
Status of the potential mate. Participants were asked to rate the degree to which 
the person exemplified seven traits related to status on a 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much) 
scale. The seven additional questionnaire items included: “To what extent do you think 
this person would be a good leader?” and “To what extent do you think this person would 
be popular?” All items are listed in Appendix C.  
Personality traits of the potential mate. Participants were asked to rate the degree 
to which the person exemplified fourteen personality traits (empathic, intelligence, 
healthy, prestigious, ambitious, healthy, entertaining, socially skilled, kind, outgoing, 
good sense of humor, interesting, trustworthy, lucky, and dominant). 
Ease of conversing with the potential mate. Participants were asked to rate how 
easy it would be to interact with the storyteller. They rated the ease of the interaction on a 
1 (not at all easy) to 7 (extremely easy) scale. This measure was included to test a 
possible alternative explanation for our findings.  Hall and Mast (2008) maintain that 
women tend to be more “interpersonally sensitive” than men. An interpersonal exchange 
might be more effortful if a man is a poor storyteller, and thus women could be less 
attracted to a poor storyteller because of the assumed greater effort of a future 
conversation with him, rather than because of his perceived status.  
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Results 
Attractiveness measures  
For males’ ratings of females, good storytellers were not found to be significantly 
more attractive than poor storytellers for any of the measures of attractiveness: 
attractiveness as a casual date, F(2, 59) = .32, p = .73; attractiveness as a long-term date, 
F(2, 59) = 2.20, p = .12; attractiveness as a spouse, F(2, 59) = .68, p = .50; physical 
attractiveness, F(2, 59) = 2.44, p = .10; and attractiveness as a friend, F(2, 59) = .2.79, p 
= .07. The means and standard deviations for all of the attractiveness measures are listed 
in Table 7. 
For females’ attraction to males, good storytellers were not found to be more 
attractive than poor storytellers for casual date, spouse, or physical attractiveness: 
attractiveness as a casual date, F(2, 59) = .86, p = .44; attractiveness as a spouse, F(2, 59) 
= 2.03, p = .14 and physical attractiveness, F(2, 59) = .52, p = .60. However, different 
from males’ ratings of females (and replicating Studies 1 and 2), females found good 
storytellers more attractive than poor storytellers in terms of a long-term date: F(2, 59) = 
3.22, p < . 05, with a least significant difference between the good and poor conditions of 
p < .05. Also, females found good storytellers more attractive than poor storytellers in 
terms of a friend, F(2,59) = 4.87, p < .05, with a least significant difference between the 
good and poor conditions of p < .05, and between the good and control conditions of p < 
.01. The means and standard deviations for all of the attractiveness measures are listed in 
Table 7.  
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Target personality trait ratings 
For males’ ratings of females, good storytellers were found to have more positive 
personality traits for the traits of intelligent, F(2, 58) = 6.29, p < .01; entertaining, F(2, 
58) = 30.40, p < .001; socially skilled, F(2, 58) = 37.25, p < .001; outgoing, F(2, 58) = 
3.89, p < .05; good sense of humor, F(2, 58) = 7.66, p < .01; and interesting, F(2, 58) = 
12.90, p < .001. The means and standard deviations for all of the personality trait 
measures are listed in Table 8. 
For females’ ratings of males, good storytellers were found to have more positive 
personality traits for the traits of prestigious, F(2, 59) = 6.02, p < .01; ambitious, F(2, 59) 
= 5.67, p < .01, entertaining, F(2, 58) = 29.92, p < .001; socially skilled, F(2, 59) = 35.22, 
p < .001; outgoing, F(2, 59) = 16.39, p < .001; good sense of humor, F(2, 59) = 17.12, p 
< .001; interesting, F(2, 59) = 24.53, p < .001; and dominant, F(2, 59) = 7.44, p < .01. 
The means and standard deviations for all of the personality trait measures are listed in 
Table 9. 
Ease of conversing with the potential mate. 
For the question of whether males thought good female storytellers would be 
easier to converse with, males rated good female storytellers as easier than poor 
storytellers, F(2, 45) = 4.14, p < .05, (M good = 5.53, SD = 1.13; M poor = 4.50, SD = 
1.03; M control = 5.27; SD = .96), with a least significant difference between the good 
and poor conditions of p < .01. 
For the same question above, females did not think good male storytellers would 
be easier to converse with, F(2, 59) = 1.34, p = .27.  Therefore, the potential alternative 
explanation for our findings – ease of conversation – was not supported. 
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Status.  Participants responded to seven items related to the status of the potential 
mate. The measures showed good interitem reliability (Cronbach alpha = .83). When two 
items were removed (“To what extent do you think this person would earn more than the 
average person?”) and (“To what extent do you think this person would be a hard-
worker?”), the remaining five measures showed improved interitem reliability (Cronbach 
alpha = .86). A composite measure of the five status items was created by taking the 
mean of these items.  
Two one-way ANOVAs, one for males and one for females, were conducted 
examining the effect of storytelling ability on the composite status measure. There was a 
main effect of storytelling ability on status for females (M good = 5.23, SD = .75; M poor 
= 4.31, SD = 1.00; M control = 4.31, SD = .54), F(2, 60) = 20.98, p < .001. There was 
also a main effect of storytelling ability on status for males (M good = 4.73, SD = .83; M 
poor = 3.49, SD = .62; M control = 4.16, SD = .77), F(2, 47) = 11.73, p < .001. This 
indicated our manipulation of storytelling ability affected perceptions of status for both 
genders. 
Status mediation. We tested mediation using the Baron and Kenny (1986) 
technique. The beta weights indicating the strength of the direct relationships between 
variables are represented in Figure 2 above the appropriate arrows. First, we considered 
storytelling ability. Storytelling ability had significant effects on females’ ratings of long-
term attractiveness of males, b = -.32, p < .05, and significant effects on status b = -.65, p 
< .001. Moreover, status predicted long-term attractiveness, b = .39, p < .05. When both 
storytelling ability manipulation and status were included as predictors of long-term 
attractiveness, status remained marginally significant (b = .31), p < .06. A Sobel test 
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revealed a marginally-significant mediational pathway (z = -1.88, p < .06). Although this 
effect fell just shy of conventional significance levels, the results of this analysis may 
signal that the effects of storytelling ability on long-term attractiveness are mediated by 
status. 
Discussion 
Replicating the results of the previous two studies, we found women are more 
attracted to good storytellers rather than poor storytellers as a long-term date. 
Furthermore, in Study 3, greater storytelling ability led to perceptions of higher status. 
While the test of mediation was not unambiguous for the role of status in the effect of 
storytelling ability on female's ratings of (long-term) attractiveness, the effect is 
suggestive of a mediation by status. Women were also found to be more attracted to good 
storytellers as a friend; in this instance the means suggest that being a good male 
storyteller helps in being considered a friend, but that being a poor male storyteller 
doesn’t hinder attractiveness as a friend. Again, the findings that women were more 
attracted to men with greater storytelling ability as a long-term date in three different 
studies gives us increased confidence in the strength of our findings. 
Although we have used an evolutionary framework for our studies, an alternative 
explanation could be that our storytelling manipulations may imply that a person is a 
more or less difficult interaction partner. As mentioned above, Hall and Mast (2008) 
maintain that women tend to be more “interpersonally sensitive” than men, and so 
women might be more likely to pick up on cues that would make an interaction smoother 
over an extended exchange. In contrast to the hypothesis of the current studies, Hall and 
Mast might conclude that women are less attracted to a poor storyteller compared to a 
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good one because of the effort that they would have to bring forth in order to continue a 
conversation with a poor storyteller. However, the findings from this study suggest that 
this is not true, and that the opposite in fact may be true (i.e., men perceive that they 
would have to bring more resources to the interpersonal exchange when conversing with 
a poor storyteller).
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter 6 
 
General Discussion 
The preceding studies examined whether storytelling ability was advantageous in 
attracting mates. Evolutionary psychologists generally follow a distinction in women’s 
attraction to men between the traits that indicate “good genes” and the traits of a “good 
dad;” the latter was suggested as the basis for storytelling ability being a positive 
evolutionary trait. The fact that storytelling ability was not valued for both men and 
women, but only for women alone and primarily for long-term relationships, suggested 
that women desire a “good dad” and that storytelling ability reflects a man’s having the 
potential to gain resources. Beyond the idea that women are attracted to a man who is a 
“good dad” (one who can provide tangible resources) the results of Study 3 may imply 
that women actually instead prefer a man of high status (who presumably could gain 
resources through his talents or position). This idea is supported by Buss and Barnes’s 
(1996) study that found women slightly prefer a man who has high social status over a 
man with good financial prospects.  
One common alternative explanation to the evolutionary psychology perspective 
for women’s attraction to men with dominance characteristics is the sociocultural 
perspective. The sociocultural perspective argues that women have been historically 
excluded from positions of power, and so they must trade their beauty in a social 
exchange for men with power who can be “good providers” (Bernard, 1981; Wood & 
Eagly, 2002).  
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The sociocultural perspective would appear to suggest that if women in certain 
societies are able to attain greater wealth and higher status, the women would not be as 
concerned about the wealth and status of their mates. Of course, the current study cannot 
provide a strong test of evolutionary versus sociocultural claims. 
The results from the studies suggest that storytelling ability is a positive 
evolutionary trait, and specifically, that male storytellers have an advantage in attracting 
female long-term partners. A possible alternative explanation of the results of the study is 
that people are simply attracted more to someone who is proficient in a skill. However, 
the pattern present in all three studies of only good male storytellers being more 
attractive, and then being attractive as long term dates, shows that there was not greater 
attraction across the board for good storytellers. A future study could test another skill, 
such as cooking ability of potential mates, to see whether the same patterns of 
attractiveness emerge as for storytelling ability.  Men and women both might prefer a 
good cook to a poor cook, but the same pattern of preferences may not emerge. 
One potential limitation of the current studies is that a college-student sample was 
used in all of them. Since college students are likely to be relatively high in intelligence 
and verbal ability, they may place a higher weight on storytelling or other verbal abilities 
than non-student adults. An important next step will be to replicate these findings with a 
broader sample. 
Another issue is that with Study 2 an actual story about a father and his sons was 
used to measure attractiveness of a good storyteller, and for future studies it is important 
to replicate the findings of Study 2 with different stories. A future study might further 
consider the significance of status, with an actual story allegedly told by a low-status 
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storyteller, or a story about the storyteller engaged in a low-status activity. The results 
might find that women are not attracted to even a good storyteller if the storyteller is of 
low status or engaged in a low-status activity. However, we note that the father and sons 
story did not present an ideal view of fatherhood; the seesaw game that the dad played 
ended with one of the sons in the hospital with an accidental broken arm, so it seems 
unlikely that the content of the story accounts for our effects. 
Furthermore, in the current studies we only used written descriptions of 
storytelling ability and a written story. Although the story was written in an informal, 
conversational style, it still could not convey all of the information that an oral story 
could. In social storytelling, individuals also can see a storyteller’s gestures, tone of 
voice, and other nonverbal signals. Spoken stories can thus provide a richer (and perhaps 
even more transporting) experience. However, the fact that our findings in all three 
studies emerged even without these vocal cues suggests that individuals can recognize 
good storytelling regardless of medium. 
The current studies suggest that the creators of transporting stories are attractive 
to potential mates in only certain regards. In each of the three studies men were not more 
attracted to good female storytellers, whereas women were more attracted to good male 
storytellers, but primarily as long-term dates. Evolutionary psychology suggests that 
women can be attracted to men that provide resources over an extended period of time, 
and this might explain why women prefer good storytellers as a long-term date. 
Psychologists have also found that women are attracted to men of high status, and women 
might be attracted to good male storytellers because they are perceived as having high 
status. The evolutionary psychology perspective was consistent with the findings in all of 
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the studies, and beyond offering an explanation of the results, this perspective may be 
helpful in continuing to generate hypotheses regarding women’s attraction to men based 
upon storytelling ability. 
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Tables 
 
Table 1 
Attractiveness means (and standard deviations) by condition in Study 1 
Males’ ratings of females 
 Good Moderate Poor Control 
  Casual date 
 
3.83a 
(1.10) 
3.56a 
(1.20) 
3.67a 
(.91) 
3.29a 
(.92) 
  Long-term date 
 
3.94a 
(1.43) 
3.39a 
(1.29) 
3.50a 
(1.10) 
2.94b 
(1.39) 
  Physically attractive 
 
3.22a 
(.94) 
3.06a 
(1.00) 
3.39a 
(.78) 
3.29a 
(.92) 
  Friend 
 
5.50a 
(1.10) 
5.17a 
(1.10) 
5.52a 
(1.00) 
4.94a 
(1.09) 
 
Females’ ratings of males 
 
Good Moderate Poor Control 
  Casual date 4.42a  
(1.07) 
3.91a  
(.92) 
3.95a  
(.87) 
4.23a  
(1.02) 
  Long-term date 
 
4.63a  
(1.17) 
3.50b  
(1.37) 
3.29b  
(.96) 
3.77b  
(1.11) 
  Physically attractive 
 
4.26a  
(.93) 
3.73a  
(.88) 
3.95a  
(1.12) 
3.82a  
(1.05) 
  Friend 
 
5.74a  
(.87) 
5.27a  
(1.08) 
5.14a  
(1.32) 
5.41a  
(1.01) 
 
Note: Response scale was 1-7. Within rows, means that do not share a superscript differ 
at p < .05 by LSD (least significant difference) post-hoc tests. 
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Table 2 
Personality trait means (and standard deviations) by condition in Study 1 
Males’ ratings of females 
 Good Moderate Poor Control 
Empathic 5.00a 
(.91) 
4.28b 
(1.13) 
5.25a 
(.78) 
5.00a 
(.61) 
Intelligent 
 
5.50a 
(.62) 
4.50b 
(1.20) 
4.89ab 
(1.13) 
5.00ab 
(.79) 
Healthy 
 
4.89a 
(.76) 
5.00a 
(1.17) 
5.28a 
(.83) 
4.94a 
(.90) 
Prestigious 
 
3.94a 
(1.00) 
3.53a 
(1.13) 
3.72a 
(1.07) 
3.76a 
(1.39) 
Ambitious 
 
5.00a 
(.91) 
3.53b 
(1.01) 
4.17bc 
(1.04) 
4.41ac 
(1.18) 
Entertaining 
 
6.00a 
(.79) 
3.61b 
(1.09) 
3.89bc 
(.96) 
4.41c 
(1.33) 
Socially skilled 
 
6.17a 
(.79) 
4.00b 
(1.24) 
3.39bc 
(1.09) 
4.29bd 
(1.26) 
Kind 5.50a 
(.71) 
5.22a 
(1.06) 
5.50a 
(.79) 
5.76a 
(1.03) 
Outgoing 
 
5.83a 
(.86) 
4.56b 
(1.10) 
4.56b 
(1.30) 
4.87b 
(1.32) 
 
Note: Response scale was 1-7. Within rows, means that do not share a superscript differ 
at p < .05 by LSD (least significant difference) post-hoc tests.  Within rows, means that 
do not share a superscript differ at p < .05 by LSD (least significant difference) post-hoc 
tests. 
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Table 3 
Personality trait means (and standard deviations) by condition in Study 1 
Females’ ratings of males 
 Good Moderate Poor Control 
Empathic 
 
4.24a 
(.97) 
4.18a 
(1.10) 
4.33a 
(1.35) 
4.09a 
(.92) 
Intelligent 
 
5.22a 
(.81) 
4.14b 
(.99) 
4.10b 
(1.18) 
4.62ab 
(1.24) 
Healthy 
 
5.00a 
(.91) 
4.55a 
(.80) 
4.90a 
(.94) 
4.77a 
(1.11) 
Prestigious 
 
3.94a 
(1.26) 
3.18b 
(.85) 
3.52ab 
(1.25) 
3.64ab 
(1.18) 
Ambitious 
 
4.72a 
(1.36) 
3.91b 
(.81) 
3.90b 
(1.00) 
4.09ab 
(1.27) 
Entertaining 
 
6.05a 
(.91) 
4.24b 
(1.14) 
3.14c 
(1.35) 
4.68b 
(1.21) 
Socially skilled 
 
6.16a 
(.69) 
3.95b 
(.95) 
3.29c 
(1.27) 
4.86d 
(1.25) 
Kind 
 
5.16a 
(1.12) 
5.27a 
(.77) 
5.24a 
(1.00) 
4.77a 
(1.23) 
Outgoing 
 
5.79a 
(1.08) 
4.95bc 
(.95) 
4.38b 
(1.16) 
5.09c 
(1.19) 
 
Note: Response scale was 1-7. Within rows, means that do not share a superscript differ 
at p < .05 by LSD (least significant difference) post-hoc tests. 
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Table 4 
Attractiveness means (and standard deviations) by condition in Study 2 
Males’ ratings of females 
 Good Poor 
Casual date 
 
2.76 
(1.22) 
2.90 
(1.41) 
Long-term date 
 
2.29 
(.96) 
2.62 
(1.20) 
Physically attractive 
 
2.48 
(1.03) 
2.81 
(1.37) 
Friend 
 
4.33 
(.86) 
4.00 
(1.23) 
 
Females’ ratings of males 
 Good Poor 
Casual date 
 
4.15 
(1.05) 
3.58  
(1.21) 
Long-term date 
 
3.81 
(1.23) 
2.96  
(1.20) 
Physically attractive 
 
3.81 
(1.27) 
3.75  
(.90) 
Friend 
 
4.92 
(1.16) 
4.58  
(1.18) 
 
Note: Response scale was 1-7. 
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 Table 5 
Personality trait means (and standard deviations) by condition in Study 2 
Males’ ratings of females 
 
Good Poor 
Empathic 4.14 
(.79) 
3.71 
(1.01) 
Intelligent 
 
4.43 
(.75) 
3.67 
(1.11) 
Healthy 
 
5.10 
(.70) 
4.71 
(.96) 
Prestigious 
 
3.57 
(1.08) 
3.33 
(1.16) 
Ambitious 
 
4.33 
(.86) 
3.95 
(1.16) 
Entertaining 
 
4.43 
(1.29) 
4.05 
(1.80) 
Socially skilled 
 
4.52 
(1.12) 
3.48 
(1.89) 
Kind 4.76 
(1.22) 
4.67 
(1.35) 
Outgoing 
 
5.14 
(.85) 
5.38 
(1.36) 
Sense of humor 4.71 
(1.45) 
4.29 
(1.23) 
Interesting 
 
4.14 
(1.24) 
3.86 
(1.46) 
Trustworthy 
 
4.48 
(.93) 
4.10 
(1.18) 
Lucky 
 
3.71 
(.90) 
3.90 
(1.18) 
 
Note: Response scale was 1-7. 
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Table 6 
Personality trait means (and standard deviations) by condition in Study 2 
Females’ ratings of males 
 Good Poor 
Empathic 
 
3.54 
(1.36) 
2.74 
(.96) 
Intelligent 
 
4.00 
(1.23) 
3.09 
(.79) 
Healthy 
 
4.62 
(1.44) 
4.35 
(1.11) 
Prestigious 
 
2.96 
(1.15) 
2.73 
(1.03) 
Ambitious 
 
3.50 
(1.53) 
3.18 
(1.18) 
Entertaining 
 
4.69 
(1.35) 
4.59 
(1.30) 
Socially skilled 
 
4.85 
(1.32) 
4.00 
(1.17) 
Kind 
 
4.12 
(1.07) 
3.61 
(1.12) 
Outgoing 
 
4.92 
(1.29) 
4.74 
(1.25) 
Sense of humor 
 
4.84 
(1.46) 
4.48 
(1.24) 
Interesting 
 
4.62 
(1.36) 
4.13 
(.97) 
Trustworthy 
 
3.69 
(1.26) 
3.05 
(.95) 
Lucky 
 
3.50 
(1.11) 
3.39 
(1.20) 
 
Note: Response scale was 1-7. 
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Table 7 
Attractiveness means (and standard deviations) by condition in Study 3 
Males’ ratings of females 
 Good Control Poor 
Casual date 
 
3.40a 
(1.05) 
3.10a 
(1.59) 
3.35a 
(1.09) 
Long-term date 
 
3.35a 
(1.23) 
2.65a 
(1.50) 
3.40a 
(1.31) 
Spouse 3.00a 
(1.08) 
2.75a 
(1.62) 
3.30a 
(1.66) 
Physically attractive 
 
3.10ab 
(.97) 
2.65a 
(1.31) 
3.45b 
(1.15) 
Friend 
 
5.40a 
(1.05) 
4.50b 
(1.32) 
4.95ab 
(1.23) 
 
Females’ ratings of males 
 
 Good Control Poor 
Casual date  
 
4.15a 
(1.27) 
4.15a 
(1.14) 
3.75a 
(.97) 
Long-term date 
 
4.10a 
(1.48) 
3.60ab 
(1.31) 
3.05b 
(1.10) 
Spouse 
 
3.65a 
(1.66) 
3.70a 
(1.42) 
2.90a 
(1.07) 
Physically Attractive 3.50a 
(1.24) 
3.70a 
(.92) 
3.35a 
(1.09) 
Friend 
 
5.95a 
(1.15) 
5.10b 
(.91) 
5.15b 
(.81) 
 
Note: Response scale was 1-7. Within rows, means that do not share a superscript differ 
at p < .05 by LSD (least significant difference) post-hoc tests. 
  38
Table 8 
Personality trait means (and standard deviations) by condition in Study 3 
Males’ ratings of females 
 Good Control Poor 
Empathic 
 
4.89a 
(.86) 
4.53a  
(1.02) 
4.95a  
(.61) 
Intelligent 
 
5.58a  
(.77) 
4.95b  
(1.00) 
4.55b  
(.94) 
Healthy 
 
5.11a  
(.81) 
4.95a  
(1.40) 
5.00a  
(.86) 
Prestigious 
 
4.16a  
(1.07) 
3.53ab  
(1.07) 
3.50b  
(.82) 
Ambitious 
 
4.84a  
(1.30) 
4.55a  
(1.40) 
4.10b  
(.71) 
Entertaining 
 
6.37a  
(.68) 
4.05b  
(1.40) 
3.75b  
(1.21) 
Socially skilled  
 
6.37a  
(.76) 
4.65b  
(1.22) 
3.30c  
(1.26) 
Kind 
 
5.21a  
(1.03) 
5.40a  
(.94) 
5.50a  
(.76) 
Outgoing 
 
5.79a 
(.98) 
5.05ab  
(1.50) 
4.75b  
(1.07) 
Sense of humor 5.79a  
(.98) 
4.90b  
(1.21) 
4.45b  
(1.10) 
Interesting 5.58a  
(.96) 
4.30b  
(1.26) 
3.95b  
(.89) 
Trustworthy 4.63a  
(1.01) 
5.20a  
(1.11) 
5.25a  
(1.02) 
Lucky 3.58a  
(.77) 
3.90a  
(1.12) 
3.50a  
(.69) 
Dominant 3.42a  
(1.35) 
2.75ab  
(1.16) 
2.65b  
(.99) 
 
Note: Response scale was 1-7. Within rows, means that do not share a superscript differ 
at p < .05 by LSD (least significant difference) post-hoc tests. 
  39
Table 9 
Personality trait means (and standard deviations) by condition in Study 3 
Females’ ratings of males 
 Good Control Poor 
Empathic 
 
4.55a 
(.95) 
4.00a 
(.86) 
4.50a 
(1.15) 
Intelligent 
 
4.90a 
(.97) 
4.75ab 
(.91) 
4.45b 
(.69) 
Healthy 
 
4.90ab 
(.91) 
5.40b 
(.68) 
4.50a 
(1.10) 
Prestigious 
 
3.95a 
(1.23) 
4.15a 
(1.14) 
3.00b 
(.97) 
Ambitious 
 
5.15a 
(1.19) 
4.50ab 
(1.00) 
3.95b 
(1.19) 
Entertaining 
 
6.55a 
(.51) 
4.68b 
(.58) 
4.00b 
(1.69) 
Socially skilled 
 
6.40a 
(.60) 
4.95b 
(.89) 
3.75c 
(1.59) 
Kind 
 
5.35a 
(.99) 
4.45b 
(.95) 
5.40a 
(.82) 
Outgoing 
 
6.05a 
(1.08) 
4.55b 
(1.19) 
5.05b 
(1.16) 
Sense of humor 6.30a 
(.73) 
4.55b 
(.95) 
5.05b 
(1.19) 
Interesting 6.15a 
(.88) 
4.30b 
(1.03) 
4.25b 
(1.02) 
Trustworthy 4.30a 
(1.08) 
4.68ab 
(1.00) 
4.95b 
(.89) 
Lucky 3.75a 
(1.29) 
4.05a 
(.83) 
3.75a 
(1.37) 
Dominant 3.95a 
(1.67) 
4.25a 
(.79) 
2.85b 
(.99) 
 
Note: Response scale was 1-7. Within rows, means that do not share a superscript differ 
at p < .05 by LSD (least significant difference) post-hoc tests. 
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Figures 
 
  
 
 
Figure 1.  Mediator of transportation on females’ long-term attractiveness of males in 
Experiment 2. The value in parentheses indicates the direct effect before controlling for 
the mediator. * p < .05. ** p < .01. 
 Transportation 
    Storytelling   
   ability 
Long-term 
attractiveness 
.32* 
     .22 (-.34*) 
-.39** 
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Figure 2.  Mediator of status on females’ long-term attractiveness of males in Experiment 
3. The value in parentheses indicates the direct effect before controlling for the mediator. 
*p < .05 **p < .001 
 
Status 
Storytelling 
ability 
Long-term 
attractiveness 
.39* 
-. 12 (-.32*) 
-.65** 
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Appendix A: Story text for good version of “Father and sons” story of Study 2 
Bill [Sara] is a 20 year old student who began college two years ago. Bill was 
born in Charleston, South Carolina and has lived there all his life. His favorite season is 
spring. Bill is right-handed, and his favorite food is spaghetti. Bill also has two siblings, 
and resides with a roommate in a two-bedroom apartment. 
 
Here is a story that Bill [Sara] told recently: 
 
You think your parents are nuts?  Well, you haven’t heard anything yet.  This one 
time when my friend Mike was little, his mom went to the grocery store at night, and she 
told his dad that he needed to make sure Mike and his brother went to bed.  Well, since 
Mike’s dad was always considered the “fun dad,” he decided to create playtime instead of 
naptime and neglected to follow his wife’s instructions. When Mike’s mom left, his dad 
took the boys outside.  He told them they were going to play a fun game where they 
would sit on one end of the seesaw, and he would climb to the top of tree and land on the 
other side of the seesaw.  The boys thought it was funny, so they went along with it. 
 
Jake, the older brother, was about 7 years old.  He gets on the seesaw and his dad 
jumps off the tree and lands on the opposite side.  Mike, who is 2 years younger, sees his 
older brother and wants to play, too.  So Mike’s dad does the same thing and hurls off the 
tree onto the opposite side of the seesaw. Of course, since Mike is lighter than his older 
brother, he flies off the seesaw into the air, flying farther and higher than anyone had 
expected.   Mike’s dad leaped over to the other side to catch him because he didn’t want 
his son to be hurt.  After all, it was just supposed to be a fun little game.  Unfortunately, 
Mike’s dad did not make it on time.  
 
About an hour later, Mike’s mom comes home to a note that says “Mike broke 
arm- at hospital.”  Needless to say, Mike and his brother were never allowed to stay home 
with just their dad after that.  
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Appendix B: Story text for poor version of “Father and sons” story of Study 2 
 
Bill [Sara] is a 20 year old student who began college two years ago. Bill was 
born in Charleston, South Carolina and has lived there all his life. His favorite season is 
spring. Bill is right-handed, and his favorite food is spaghetti. Bill also has two siblings, 
and resides with a roommate in a two-bedroom apartment. 
 
Here is a story that Bill [Sara] told recently: 
 
Wow, is my dad crazy.  But not as crazy as Mike’s dad.  So this one time Mike’s 
mom went to the grocery store at night.  I think she went to the grocery store, but maybe 
it was just a convenience store.  I don’t really remember where she went.  Anyway, she 
told his dad that he needed to make sure Mike and his brother went to bed.  So Mike’s 
mom left, and his dad went ahead and took the boys outside instead of putting them to 
bed. It was probably about 9 p.m.  Or maybe it was 10.  It doesn’t matter.  It was pretty 
late, that’s all I know.  Anyway, his dad told them they were going to play a game where 
they would go on the seesaw and he would climb to the top of tree and land on the other 
side of the seesaw and then they would see what would happen.  But it was actually 
pretty bad because Mike broke his arm.  But I mean, before he broke his arm, the boys 
thought it was fun, and so they went along with the game.  Jake, who was about 7 years 
old, gets on the seesaw and his dad gets off the tree and ends up on the opposite side.  
Mike, who is younger, sees his older brother and wants to play also.  So, Mike’s dad does 
the same thing and gets off the tree onto the opposite side of the seesaw but of course 
since Mike is lighter than his older brother, he goes off the seesaw into mid air, flying 
rather far, and he flew and flew and flew. 
 
What time did I say that the mom left? Oh yeah, around 8 pm, or something like 
that. So at 10 pm, Mike’s mom sees a note that says “Mike broke arm- at hospital.”  It 
was so hilarious.  
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Appendix C: Additional questionnaire items for Study 3 
 
1.   To what extent do you think this person would earn more than the average person? 
2. To what extent do you think this person would be a good leader? 
3. To what extent do you think this person would be popular? 
4. To what extent do you think this person would be a good administrator of other 
people? 
 
5. To what extent do you think this person would be a hard-worker? 
6. To what extent do you think this person would be an inspiration for others to excel? 
7. To what extent do you think this person would be admired? 
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